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Preface f

In the early spring of 1973, the EC TS staff of,the'Community College

Chancellor's Office asked4thd membeis oftheiNorthen Galifeirkia Community

College Research Group to develop and fterd test a "Cost Effective ss Study"

related to the EOPS progrimsfundedthrough Senate Bill No. Z64, 1969 - (MCI'S-

Special Project No. 73-102). At the same time they allocated funds for-the
.\

'Development of EOPS pats dtllecting and Transmittal Forms for State-wide 4,.
Use-{EOPS Special Project No. 73-101): It soon became evident that the

si-

two projects were closely interrelated,"and that in fact, the "Cost Effective-

ness" project could not be completed without the standardized data which

._ was being developed through the other project.

The Nor Cal Research Group sponsored the Cost Effectiveness Project in

its first year when Walter BroOksof ShastaGollege servedzas the 1973-74

Project Director and Shasta College as fiscal agent. Walter Brooks filed

a Progress Report entitled "Extended Opportunity Programs and Services, Cost
-

Effectiveness Study" and requested refunding for 1974-75, in order to make

use of the state-wide data base made possible through the completion of data

forms developed by Special PrOject No. 73-101 with the dat:)to be corseted by

the Chancellor's Office during the 1974-75 year. The request was approved and--
.

a second year grant.waamade to "continue to develop, refine, and'Validate.

the procedures by which the EOPS Cost effectiveness-standards model developed

in-1973-74 will be iMplementee.." .,
.

.

The first two purposes, to devk OP arid refine-the procedures, have been

-,

accomplished, and a cost effectiveness formula has.been;,,,developed. The 'third

purpose; "to valitat_thelprocedures, has'net been possible because the pre-
. ',I .

cessing of the data collection was delayed by the Chancellor's Office staff
; , . .

.

when concern over the confidentiality of the student os records was raised byr"

.

the paving of the Buckley' Amendment by the United States Congress. ....;

, ,
. ..

4 4



a

)

The project 'participants arecomfortable with the work which they have

done, but they also realize that no formula, no matter how carefully de-
,

.vised, should be put into state-wide use without ruftang a pilot test on it

first: This we,have not been able to do by the time the project had to be

completed and filed. If the outcome of this report is to be implemented, it

is critical than a c.ilt test actually be conducted to decide if "weightings"

are required in tie fo la and to Identify and obviate difficulties that

might be encountered if implemented first cinTti-61ate-wide basis.

ct

The Nor Gal Research Group agreed to continue to sponsor the Cost

Effectiveness Study in 1974-75 and Columbia College, in lieu of Shasta College,

acceptid7esponsibility for fiscal control. The Nor Cal Research Gloup asked

.Loring Aughinbaugh, American River College, to serve as project director

1

. during the second. year (1974-75) of the project. 7

As is the case with-most group efforts all participant,m4de valuable

contributions; however, a special word of appreciation should be given to the
if

following: Frances Munson for her patience a's we requested draft after draft

copy of the materials we were developing;_to Dr. Lance Rogers for.his mathe-

matical knoW-how; to Dr. Paul Preising for his acbility to rechice'the mathe-

matical concepts to logical/rationale; and to"Dr. Alfred Silvera for his

ability to reduce what we were trying to say to pretise, meaningful language.

LorneAughinbaugh
Pro Director

,
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Scope and Recommendations

#n the prodess of develop4ng the gui,elines

implement a cost effectiVeness formula (197A-75)

rt.

(1973=74) and procedures to

, the proceOttco=I:ttee has

found it necessary to expand the.dcope of its effort int6
t

program elements as

se
well as4he'developuihntOf-alelatively specif# formula dethiled in the

following chapters in this report,

Therefore, two sets of recommendations have been developed: one to im-

pie:dent the cost effectiveness, formula; the other, to merge the forfoulawith

,O
POPS master "planning and program development so that needed services can.be

delivered in a cost effective manner.

A. Recommendations.to Implement the Cost Effectiveness Formula

' The cost effectiveness forMula is a theoretical construct, or model,

at this time and should\ndt be/Applied without field testing for

validation.' Therefore,Ve recommend that:

1. The 1974-75 datarelated to the eleven' colleges, which participated

in the second phase (1974 -75) of the Cost Effectiveness Project,

be used on a pilot basis to develop hypothetical allocations for

these colleges for 1975-76. These hypothetical figures should

then be compared to the actual allocations made to 'these colleges

for 1975-76 to determine the extent to which their current al-
,

locations would have been affected. This comparison should pro-

vide a basis r decisions about the'weighting" oyhein-
/ ,

dividwal fo a items which might be needed.

2. The cost eff ctiveness formula be implemented only/after the

first recommendation is completed.
,

3. Many questi ns have come from the field

and format for FOPS Forms No. 1 and No.

regaiding the instructions

2; therefore, these should

be carefully reviewed prior toPthe revision 6f.the software neces-

cs.
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sary to implement 4hinew Cost'AnalysisTormat as developed 'in

-
- Product I.

4, Careful congidetation be given to the implementation of the total

SAF formulg; however, the EOPS staff of the California Community

Colleges Chancellor's Office and the EOPS Advisory Committee

must determine what percentage of the, total EOPS allocation

formula should be based upon the cost effectiveness component.

before the total SAF formula cgn be effectively implemented.

5. -The revised EOPS,Form No. 3, and.the instructions, should be.;
1

:

''..!: distributed to all EOPS Grant Colleges.gs soon as possible.
> .7.

'.
B. eral Recommendations on Planning and Program Devitropmnt

.

i ..
.

ry implement the formula and use it effectivelyt we recommend

thgt-tVesfollowtng'tasks be undertaken as quickly as possible:

1. Develop"and implement an application.procedure which maximizes
,

ehe ability of the state tT assess "the ptbgram?by cost effec-

tiveness and at the same time enables the applicant college to

assess its project by cost effectiveness.

Gather ana analyze comparative' cost data relative to EOPS pro-

grams and disseminate these data, to participating colleges, the

Board of Governors, the Legislature' and other interested parties.

3. Upon request of.individual%community colleges provide On-site

consultants and/or technical assistants drawn from state EOPS

staff, or selected field people, to assist colleges in developtag

cost effective programs, which meet both local and.state EOP.S

o*jectives.-

4. Develop intensive in- service'training activities to fogtet

understandirig and skill in the use of,the EOPS Forms 1, 2,,and 3

which arethe'basis upon which the cost effectiveness formula hap

-vi-

, -
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been developed.

C Recommendations for future development.

The following tasks are items 1.5, 1.6, 1.8, and 1.9 ftom theepro-,

gresa report fof 1973-74 on cost effectiveness.. They are still

seen as valuable adjuncts to what has been accomplished to date.

-1. Develop'a method by which the uniqueness of a college program.
. .

can be identified and, assessed so that innovative approaches
14
;!.

can be recognized. t 11-,

;

t

2. Develop ways in which colleges which support-the EOPS program

with substantial district commitment evidenced by institution -
*

services
,

alization of services and adequateteinances, faculties, and

staffing will be recognized.

3. Develop a review prpcedure which allows adequate review in
.

\,
terms of (1) time, (2) depth, (3) orientationof reviewers,

,and 44) expertise of review teams.

4. Develop ways by which ongoing EOPS programs can be monitored by

.

evaluating teams, made up of field people and Chancellor's staff

4,%.

(similar to COPES"visitation), who will make'periodic visit's and

assess sttengths 3hdtweaknesses and make recommendation.

4-

4
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'Chapter One

DEVELOPMENT OF PROCEDURES TO IMPLEMENT EOPS COST EFFECTIVENESS
STANDARDS' MODEL AND CONTINUED EVALUATION OF THESE PROCEDURES BY

'' SELECTED COMMUNITY COLLEGES DURING THE.1974-75 AtINDEkIC YEAR

INTRODUCTION

On July 15, 1974, repreientatiVes fibril fourteen colleges were invited

to participakin the second year ofthe Cost Effectiveness Study. All of

f

those invited had participated in either the Forms Development Project

.. . , . ...-.

(EOPS Special Project No-73-401) or the'first year Cost Effectiveness

m . .

,Study (EOPS Special Project No. 73-102), and were aware of the progress made

. ,
.

and the goals which had been set for the rurrent year. After revl,ewing

a copy of the project, (see Appendix A), thirteen Of the fourteen colleges

agreed to continue their participation. El Camino College was over - committed
.

- .

and regretted their Inability to continue:

The first two day workshop was set for _October 12-13, 1974. UnfortUnate-

ly, two other colleges, LosAngeles'City College'and Sacramento City College,

were unable to attend the first workshop. As half of the workshoO,time was
.

expended in the first meeting; they were dropped,from,the project at that

_-
time.

Eleven community colleges participated thrdughout the year, and as it

turned out the representatives from-several of them devoted as many as six

weekends beyond the three scheduled workshops: Thesecolleges included

American River College,
/Butte College, Columbia College, Cosumnes Ri*er

College, Laney College,)range Coast College, City -College of San Francisco,

San Jose City College, Santa Barbara City College, Siva RosaCollege, aid

Shasta College. There were eighteen representatives from the eleven colleges

with the.following types of job Assignment: EOPS Director, Financial Aid

Officer, Administrative Dean- Student Services, Accountant, TutoringsCenter

CoOrdinator, Counselor, and%Research Director.

1.0

la

sr



"*"

t. ,
Representation from k he Chancellor's Office was provided by Ralph

.
i

Matthews, Don Richardson or Kay Durkee, at the three scheduled workshops-.

During the project year, the participants developed the following

products:

1. Improved Cost Analypid format for the Data Processing Report

S

needed by (a) individual schools to assess the scope, cost and

success of their programs, (b) the Chancellor's Office to

computethe Cdtt Effectiveness data for each college.

2. Formula for determining Cost Effectiveness of individual college

programs.

3. Proposed State Allocation FOrmula.

4. Revised Data Form Ns). 3 (needed to collect the individual

institutional data needed for implementation of Product No. II).

Each of the four products above is explained in detail op the following

pages.
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Chapter Two

ProductI

Improved Format for*the Cost Analysis Data Processing'Report

Development

DUang the first Project Year,, a data processing program had.been

written by Jerry Stypps,fLos Rios Community College District for use with

EOPS Forms No. 1,and No. 2. A test run had been made on the data collected

welve of the colleges, participating in the Forms Development PrOjIkt.

\these data, plus a revised "cost analysis' report form(' developed by

Walter Brooks at Shasta College, were the elements used by the participants

at-the first workshop on October 12 -13, 1975.

The group of sixteen divided into six sub-groups (Administration, Re-

cruitment, Tutorial, Counseling, Financial Aid, Work Study and Other) to

study the cost4data gathered by the pilot schools in i973-174. Each group

was to develop ranges of scope and cost based upon these data and then tr

to develop tentative cost standards. These data would then be compared with

the acral data, from Fall 1974, as soon as the data were available from the-
.

Chancellor'S Office in February, 1975. The reports-from each sub-committee

are included as Appendix 'B.

The p roposedccst analysis format presented by Walter Brooks was &is-
.;

cussed briefly. Each representative was asked to review it carefully and
)

send comments to the project, director by November 1, 1974. Based upon this

review, a second draft of the "Cost Analysis" fOrmat was prepared for pre-

sentation at the March 15, 1975 workshop. t't

Followinh the review of the sub - committee reports at the second work-

shop, the revised Cost'Anaiysis'Format, wa/s thoroughly reviewed by each sub-
. ,-

committee and approved by the group as a wnole. 'The filial fofmat, a result

Of this discussion and review, is to be used to'develop much of the Individual

4
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colleedata,for the Cilgt Effectiveness FOrmula.

,

"The representativcwfroll each pilot had also submitted, as
: - .' .

requested, the,costdaterfrom each colleges' 1973474 final report (EOPSc .
. ;T

4 . 4. t . .

Alrm No.- 71 as it related to the number of students served, This informaEion.,.,
. .s.

.

Was collated and ready for ,presentation at%theMarch 15, 1975 *orkshoO. 'The.
.

, -
.*.

Original intent'had'been'to Compare thgse data toit:at forFall 1974, for the
.

same ools, &Ydeterpihe if there had been cost changes in die.

yearns time*. As the. data were not yetread the Chailcello's Office for
,

,

Fall 1974, this Was, of course, impossible to dp. Mowevers,the material was

studied for comparative costs between the pilot colleges and is filed as

ApPendWC.
- 4

.1_Significance

The dost Analysis Format provides individual college data byoprogram

category ,(Tutorial, Counseling, tqc.). This information should, enable each

college to review_thecost per EOPS student by program category for the prior

year and to compare these date to the average cost per student for all colleges

for each program category.

The Cost Analysis Format also provides summary data which is to be used,

,by the Chancellor'd Office to develop the Cost Effectiveness Formula for each

.

participating college. -The instructions foi the use of the Cost Analysis Format .

are given under the heading Instructions and Souice'ofData for'each factor in

T

the formula. -(See pages 10 thrOup.101!

Product I, the final Cost Analysis Format, was'unanimously_approved by
-

, the workshop participants on Match 15, 1.975 and is presented on the following

pages.*

41.3
-
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IN

Development of:Products II and III

The'EOPS,State AllOcation Formula developed by the Copt Effectivenena.
Project participintsii composed'of two tOncepts

_ . 1' .

. .. . .,_

1. The cost effectiveness of a given college'sprogram.
r'-

. !-- ..
. 6 ,

"'2.- The need of low income, disadvantaged'studentsjound in the colleges'
service area.

$
t ,

..- ,i' . :,;.,..

The first4idda, co st effectiveness (E), must be calculated for_bOth'first
time EOPS-students (FT) and for continuing EOPS studentsACt). (Product II ?. -;/ in

The second idea, need (N), must belludged.against the potential pooV.of-.-.......
students' in the service area, th# 'cost Of living index'for,the general gee

,

graphic. .area,,and other special factors (X) to be determined by the,Chanli..
cellor's Office. , ,

These two ideas; when combined, produce the proposed State Allocation
.Formula.

. ...,:i. 4'

It is-anticipaad that the percentages allocated to each component of the
SAP formula, E, N, and X; shouldbe determined by the DPS Advisory Com-
ilittee and the VOPS,staff of thei Chancellor's Office on an annual basis; For
the putPues of this study,'.3021has been used for the cost effectiVeness,

A
/, component (E) and 704 has been Used for need, plus special factors intro-

duced by the. EOPS staff.of the Chancellor's Of
.

The following pages explain the rationalefor each item selected, pro-_
vide the formula for deterMining the value of the item, and give instruc-,.
'tions to colleges and recommendations to the California Community Colleges
ahancellor's Office when nedessary. ,*-
-7' 1

The final-pages combihe all factors into ayroposed State Allocation
Formula (SAP) : 7-.7; .4 / N i ....*

P

. .
e

.1

-8-
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Chapter Three

1
C

.3"

)

Product II,

.--Factors in the Cast Effectiveness Component

For E
1

First Time EOPStudents

RI- Retention

, . . C Cieaming
.

. . ,

"?...

. ,

Uf _Units completed

- .

atFTR First time student ratio
. . ,,, ,

. v

Eor E27; 'Continuing EbE,S. Students

R2 Retention

G Goal completion

U2 Units completed

CtR Continuing student ratio

E = El + E2 or Cost Effectiveness

4;

Each of these factors are detailed on.the following pdges (10 - 18)."

2

V

4



Factor R ,Retention

A. Ritionale
- -----J'

Wehypothesizesthat the first time EOPS student' retention rate will
not be a ighAs all other, students because we are dealing °with abe

known -opulation. seleCtedibecause,they are high risk .and; ttlerefore,
are p esdmed'to be less able academically when compared to the
"tyPicar community collIge stugtent. '

.

1 _. .

. . .

Ftirther, we hypothesize i at the retention rate'.of the.continuihg
Eau students will be hger than that of the first time-EOPS students

,becausee
. . ,

1

W
1.' The effects of the EOPS program components services,

grants,- and grants and services are designed to encourage
,retentiod,

2. Those continuing are survivors; however, we recognize tfiat
despite all tieatment, some EOPS students-will drop out.
/Because of this lower drop out factor, the overall reten-
tion rate of the continuing EOPS student should be higher.
Therefore, th retention rates of the two groups should be
separated.

. .
Vechose to use "all Hay students" because these data already are
available on almost all community college campuses.

We also agfee that from a "purist" viewpoint,vAit would be more ac-
curate to use semester, or quarter, completicerate for each period
in which the student enrolled. However, from a practical standpoint,
the data are not available readily in this form at most community
colleges., Hence, we elected to use fall term data as a benchmark,
knowing that fall figures are generated for many state and federal
reports; ft

B. =Formula' There is a need for two "retention" factors (see above).

- the-ratio for fiebt'time EOPS .enrollees

Retention 'ate fox first time EOPS students at College X
RetentiOn Rate for all day students at College X

R2 the ratio for all other EOPS enrollees

Retention Rate
d
for all other EQPS students it College X

Retention Rate for all day students at College X

Jo'

-10-
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. F. Instructions and Source of Data

1.

L.Ls
To standardize the data used to compute Retention 'Rates:

. .

For numerator,'uie figures from 'Fall'Printout Format
BYTTotal category B for Students Nei; to EOPS) -

Golumn,1 minus. Column 2.. 1-

Compute a.
(as shown
,below)

. Compute b.
(is shown -

beloW)

For ,denoninator, use figures from Fail Printout For="
mat

1
B3 - Column 1.

yar-numerator, use figures from Fall Printout Farnat-
C3 (Total category C for Students. Returning or Con-"
tinuing in ZOPS) - ColUmn,1 minuS=ColuMn 2. /

For denominator, use figures from Fall Printout
Format C3 - Column 1.

Compute c.- For numerator., use figures from Fall,'final report
(as shown ' as reported on-Form 3.
.belaw).

For denominator, use figures from Fall,=_fourth week
as reported on Form 3:

Use the resulting figures-in the formulae 'given in Section B,
Factor R.

2. To compute Retention Rates

Retention Rate used in numerator for R1

Total number new EOPS,students completing fall term at College X
Total number new EOPS students, enrolled at starcxof fall term-at
College X'

b. Retention Rate used in numerator for R2

Total number all other EOPS students completing fall term at College X
Total'number all other LOPS students enrolled at start of fall term

,4 at'dollege X

c. Retention Rate used in denominator for R1 and R2

Total number all day students completing fall term at College X
Totaloikumber,all day students enrolleeat start of fall term at'
College X .

D. Recommendations to California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office

None.
e.

20
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* I

II

ro

II. Factor'C Creaming Effect

A. Rationale

11

.

This factor is, an index of the degree to Which FOPS project direc-
%tors andpeer counselors select students with high risk of failure,
or.belowakmrage ability to succeed: Colidges with high risk pOp-

"are'given a higher effectivenessirating as compared to
'those who "creamed" their population andsqlected,the most able.
students. /t fs'the feeling of the committee thatr.this factOr will
provide a measure of the overall academic background orthe students
*in the EOPS program and should negate creaming..

. .

Formula

12.

Aveage grade level completed by lattime.EOPS students at
College X prior to college admissioi. (Consider 6 as minimum)

0

C. ,Instructions.and Source of Data
, 0

0

For denominator, use average grade level completed by all new EOPS
studenti from EOPS Form 1, item 18.

D. Recommendations to California Community_Collegta Chancellor's Office

None.

4

-12 -
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III, Factiiiii Units Completed

A. Rationale

1

/ r

This factor :s!eaturesthedegree to which the EO'S students perform
in terms of units completed'as cempired to all other students in
the college. We hypothesize that PAPS students will tend to cosi
pieta as many, or more; units as compared 'to all other students in
the.college. EOPS programs whose stridents equal, or exceed, the
average unite completed by all other students enrolled at the col--;
leile are given higher effectiveness ra ings. fr

Further, we hypothesize than continuing EOPS students will tend to
have higher average unit completion rates as compared to first
year EOPS students 'because: .

1. The effects of the EOPS program components, i.e., services;
grants, and grants end services are designed to encourage
retention. "

2. The continuing. students have been able.to survive with the
s

assistance given them, and the total units completed byt'',:7t

4 them should be higher than that of the first time EOPS
student enrolled. Therefore, the units completed by first '4).

time and all other EOPS students' should be. separated.
. .

We chose to use "alL.day students" for fill because these data al-
ready are available on almost all community college campuses.

B.. Formula

1. There is a need for two "units completed "factors (see
above)

a. U1 = Ratio for first time am enrollees

Average number of units completed by first term EOPS
students in College X
Average number of units-completed by all day students
in College X

b. U2 n RAtiO for all other EOPS enrollees

Average number of units completeCby all other than
first time EOPS students in College'X .

Average number of units completed by all day students
College X.

C. Inetructions an Source of Dips'

1. Only day students for fall are to'be used in these.compu-
tations. Include both full-time and part-time. . .

4

. 2. To standardize the data used to compute Units,Completed:

22
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4

Compute a.
(as shown
above)

Compute b,
(as shown

't.

For numerator, use figures from Fall Print-
out Format B3, Aolumn 4.

For denominator, use figures from Fall, final
report ap reported on Form.3.

For numerator,-use figures him Fall Print-
out Format C3, Column 4.

above).,

For depominator,. use figures from Fall, final
report as reported on Form 3.

D. Recommendations to California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office

We recommend that:

.0"

1. Form 3 be revised so as to get the average number of units-
coipleted by all day students for fall semester, or quarter,

_ ,from each college;
/'

2. Fall data only be used as the basis for , this comparison.
Although the Chancellor's pffide collects data on an annual
basis, college reports are normally prepared far a semester,
or quarter, at etime. Actual completion of.onits pet
semester, or quarter,,yould.be obscuied if cumulative units
were used for-a year's period.

- -

3. Any student who starts an BOPS program during the summer
to be counted at having started'in 'fall with regard to co-:
efficient Ul - so as not to lose these students from the
total EOPS student tally. 4

/



:Iv. Factor FTR .Ratio of first time EOPS'to Total EOPS

As° Rationale
. . .

. . .

The,EOPS 'legislation was written so as to give priority to first
time-EOPS students. 'Once a student ikatarted in college, it is .

i
,

assumad'that other types of financial assistandk such as CWS and
other grant programs can be toed Co supplement student fUnds. The

'inclusion of this factor will.cauee EOFS:program diiectors to con-
tinue to:bring new students into the program.. Additionally,IEOPS
programs with increasing student enrolimentewill be favored by
this factor, since they will have a better chance for accairing ,-
-a higher percentage of first timaEOPS siudenta.

/

, ''

It 'should be noted thatprograms which allow continuinlbwg"EOPS stu---

dents to drop will be penalized by factor -a since they will also
have a low retention rate.. Factor Cavil). alsobe affecedi that *,

is, the. greater the number of continuing Students, the higher factor
CtR will be. ,

B. Formula

-.Number of first time EOP§.students in program at College X
.

FTR . .

Totak number of studenta in EOPS program at Co4p0.X,
-->

,.

: - - 1
cf

C.- Instructions and Source of Data

For numerator, use Fall Printout Format B3, Column 1.

For denominator, use all printout Format.A3, Cblumn 1.

D. Recommendations to California Communiiy-Colleges Chancellor's
Office

None.

-15-
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FOPSV. Factor CtR "' Ratio of Continuing`OPS to TOtal EOPS

A. Rationale, -.}

Although the E012$ legislation places an emphasis on recruitment
of first time EOPS students, the total intent of the program is
to interest as many.dItadvantagid low Income students as pos0440
in college, and 'provide whatever aid, financial or servidesr is
required to help them Meet their snals.' The college that brings
in first time EOPS students will benefit from Factor FTR. 'The
college that maitifains4ts, enrollment of both cantinuing and former
EOPStu'dents until they have reached their goals wi1i benefit from
Factor CtR.

B, Formula
I., ,

Number of all other-than first time EOPS studenti in program

CtR at College X s
.

Total number of students in EOPS program at College X

1

. Instructions and Source of Data
)

1. All students who ntereethe college. as EOPS students and are

st 1 enrolled--either as continuing EOPt students or as former

fOP tudentsshould be counted: A
,

For numerator, use Fall Printout Format C3,. Column l.plus D1,

Column 1.

For denominator, use Fall.Printour-Formit A3, Column 1 plUs Dl,

Column 1.

2.- ct + FT (Continuing EOPS Total + First time EOPS,Total Total

Total jof all,EOPS students in College X)'

D. Recommendations to California Community Colleges, Chancellor's Office

None.
;

7

. f ---- _ ., . .
.

* CtR and FTR are ratios; therefore, as an arithmeticaf.Chick, the .

sum of CtR and FTR Mhould equal one.. .

gr-

-16-
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VI. Factor G

I
4

Goal Completion

A. Rationale
*4,

"'le

Th se data will be generated on both continuing.and'former EOPS
:Stu nra who are enrolled during the year. This factor measurei:t.
the extent to which EOPS students at College X do in fact attain

4- their goals% The greater petcent of those who achieve their goals
the higher the effectiveness of the program. .

("C" below).

B. Formula
e ,

Number of EOPS students who completed stated goai'during year
'Total number of EOPS studepts in program at College Vthat .

I

fear, anus first time EOPVenrolleeIr . , :
. , 610

C. Instructions and SOurcd OrDatn-

1. The number of EOPS students whocompieted stated goal during
year is the sum of:columns 5. (certificates), 6 (AA degrees), 7
(transfer), and 8 (employed) from th,printout formar.summarieing
the data from Form 1 and Form 2.

For numerator; use Fall lintout'Format C3, Columns 5,6,7,8
plus D1, Columns 5,6,7, afid 8. ,

3. Foi denominator, use' Fall'Printout Format C3, Column 1, minus
B3, Column 1: -

. D. Recommendations to California Community Colleges ChancW1lor's Office
,

None.

-17-
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Factor E Combination of Factors toDeFelop Cost Effectiveness Formula
,

A. Rationale -
4

0 .
V

No dingle factor will inditate the cost effectiveness of a college
EOPS program. All factOrs previously discussed (pages 10 to 17) must
be combined. Xs the program deals with both new students and all
other EOPS students, botti elementsmust by treated, and treated
separately. We believe first time EOPS and Continuing EOPS students
fare equally important; hence, El and E2 in the formula beloi, are.
weighted equally. ,

B.- Formula

El Effectiveness Ratio for first time EOPS students or the product

of- (El) (C).(q) (FTR) .

E2 EffectivenestiRatio for-all other EOPS students or the product
of (R2) (U2) (G) (CtR)

;. Therefore, El + E2 frodUct II, or E (Total Cost Effectiveness)

C. Instructicqs and SoUrce of
Df

ata,

Self-explanatory., #2'. '
.

.

.T.

. , e
D.- Recommendations to California Community College's Chancellor's Office

' a /

We 'recommend that: .

!
E represent 30% ofitht total dollar allocation to College X

7)

.1

' -18-
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Chapter Four

4 Product III

Product III - Proposed' State Allocation Formula combines Product II Cost'
Effectiveness (E) with Need (NY and Special Factors (X).

FactorsA the Need (N) component include:

L .Requested,Service Level

P Potential Pool

I Cost of Living Index

Therefore, N (Need) 'lithe product of (L) (P) (I)

Factors'in the Special Factors (X) component will be determined by the EOPS
staff in the Chancellor's Office.

As explained in the introduction to the development of Products II and III,
the percentages used for each component of the SAF Formula should be determined
by the EOPS staff.of the Chancellor's Office and the EOPS Advisory Committee
on an ann641 basis. For this study, 76% has been used for the Need Component
(N) plus talepecial Factors Component-(X).

Ob.

4'

-19-
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I. Fictor L

A. Rationale

Requested Service Level

5

Each college annually expresses the need which it has to serve
potential and identified EOPS students. This factor then is a
measure of the requested service level for College X for te

- following year. This factor is included to'insure maintenance
. 4 or expansion of current programs.

/ B. , Formula

L -*dumber of EOPS students for whom College X requests funds
Average number of EOPS students Served by College X in'past
three years

C. Instructions and Source of"Data

1. For numerator, use College X's request on new application for
funds in the formula. .

A
.

2. For denominator, use the'average number of unduplicated EOPS
.students College X reported serving on the last three annual EOPS
Form 7 reports filed. (The final claim report.) -

D. Recommendations to California Community Colleges-Chancellor's Office,

None.

.1%

-20-
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A

II. tlactor.i '1- Potential EOPS Pool

1,1

4. ilationale.6 to .,

-Fa ctor P measures the ratio of the actual number ofEOPS students
served by College )c to the number of potential EOPS students in

service area of College X.

We bepeve,thet colleges that have the highest need for EOPS funds
are.those.that haiietheilighest-ritio'of-actual EOPS students to be
served diyided by potential EOPS student%to be served. If the factor,

Pis haidledjmathematically as defined it will have too severe an

effect on the neen,component of the State Allocation Formula;there--

.
foie, we propose gofteping this effect by ranking all factor P's from

.higheitto lowest, dividing the resulting list into quartiles, and
'essigning a numerical value for each quartile, such as 1.1, 1.2, 1.3,

s and.1.4T The quartile containing highest T's will receive the lowest

numerical value. - . 1 .

.

, r
Is; Formula,-

,

*

..,
Total numberrof persons served during prior,gear by EOPS

p -- at College X t
0

Total number of potential EOPS.students-in service area

,..1 . of College X

..-

C. ,Instructions and Source of Data

- 1. For numerator, use data filed by college for prior year on

Form '7. "Prior year" refers to the fiscal year (July 1 -,June 30)
completed prior to the filing of the new application and. should

C. include 'summer` as well as fall and spring semesters, or fall,

wintevand spring quarters.

2. For denominator, use the 1970 census tract data for persons not ,

.
employed, and not in school, tge 16-21 to determine consistently
the potential pool of persons requiring service. As the same

data are not availible for persons aged.21-24, the age range
into which many EOPS students fall, the known number should be
,multiplied by 2.

D.
r _

Recommendations to-California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office

"We recommend that:

t
. ..

. Alt
J.

-

The California Community Colleges Chancelloes,-Office ff

prepare.the EWS Student Data Pool-for each community college
district as-recommended under the rationale for Factor P.

.

In the case of multiple eampus districts, the California Com-
umity,,Cilleges Chancellor's Office, with district and college
staff, will assign census tract numbers to each district. The

district will assign the census tracts to the colleges-within .
the district 4y

20



1

$

, d
3. Any diatOct qr,college may protest the doubling of the 16-21

total itfeesessiphere they .can prove that this approach is

detrimental. :

4. The California -Community Colleges Chancellor's Of face contact
the Demographic Section of the California State Department of

Financeto determine if. their annual projections on population
groyth. for:each, district could be used to. estimate the "potential

pool"-imore accurately than the redomended tur of-4970 census

t data -on the-16,21 year- ads given C2

k.

o

,.
.31
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III, Factor I Cost of Living Index

A. Rationale

Slime there is a slight difference in the cost per year per
student to attend a metropolitan college as contrasted with a
rural colldge, and these,figures are available,-they mould be
included in the Need Component of the State AllocatioliTormula.

B. Formula

Cost of Living Index for cdllege geographic-area
Cost of Living Index for state as-a whole

C. 'Instructions and Source of Data

Annually'Usi the California Cost of living Index'as of Deceldwr,
prior to filing of new BOPS application.

. ,

D. Recommendations to California Community Colleges Chancellor
Office

We recommend that:

.

1. The Chancellor's Office supply the above data, for each college'

each year based upon.the geographic area in which the college.
functions.

2. This factor be used as a correctional factor for N. The
higher the cost of living index in the college area, the greater

the increase in the correction on the Need Component.

-21-*
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Factor N Combination of Factors to DevelopNeed'Formula

A. Rationale

No single factor indica4theneed of a college-for EOPS
assistance. All factors previously discussed (pages 20 to 23)
must be comtined. As the need expressed by earth college is
affected by the requested level of service, the potential pool of
students to be served, the cost of living index for the area as
well as special factors developed by the EOPS staff, all elements
must be treated and treated separately. We believe the factors L,
P, and 1 are of equal importance and should be given ,equal
The weighting of Special Factors (X) in relation tothese factors,
however', will have to be determined by the Chancellor's Office
EOPS staff.

-_-_^

B. Formula

N (or Need) = (L) (P) M.+ (X)

Therefore, N + X = Need

C. Instructions and Source of Data

Self-explanatory.

D. Recommendations to California Community College Chancellor's Office

We recommend that:

N represent 70X of the total dollar allocationto College X.

-24-
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Proposed State Allocation Formula

As stated earlier, the State Allocation Formula is composed of two
r)Parte, 1) the cost effectiveness of a given college's program (E), and 2) the

. expressed need (N) for the service area of that'college plus special factors
determined by the EOPS staff (X).

Effectiveness is measured for both first time EOPS students and for con-
tinuing EOPS students by the following: EOPS retention'versus college re-

tention rate (Factors R1 and R2), craming effect (Factor C), EOPS student
units completed versus all other students (Factors 01 and U2), goal completion
(Factor 0), and ratio of first time EOPS students to all other BOPS students

.

(Facto= FTR and CtR).

Need is measured for each college by the following: the discrepancy

between the potential pool of EOPS students in the college's service area and
the actual number of BOPS students served (Factor P), the proposed EOPS ser-
vice level (Factor L), and the cost of living index for the service area of
the college, (Factor I).

Special Factors - 'determined by the EOPS staff'(Factor X)
In each of the factors used above, with the exception of Factor P and

Factor X, the number resulting from the dataentered into the formula was used.

-Therefore, SAF = (El + E2) x 30% + (N+X) x

El = (R1) (C) (U1) (FTR)

E2 = (R2) (G) (U2) (CtR.)

N = (L) (I) + (X)

To calculate the State Allocation Formula for each college foe the

following year, data from each college are loaded into the formula,*from data
available on_Forms I, II, and III, and corrected-a, required for Factor P.

r

t
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Once the SAF is calculated, we recommend the following procedure
for its use.:

Step 1 Compute average dollar allocation per EOPS student

Divide total EOPS allocation for year by the total number'of
students all colleges propose to serve and determine the
average dollar amount-available per student.

Step 2 Coimpute average. SAP score for state

Total the SAF scores calculated for each college and divide
bythe number of colleges on the list to determine the average
SAF score. .

Step 3 Ccihpute positive SAF score for ehch college

ti

a. Subtract the average SAF score from each individual eviler
SAF score. The resulting number, either positive or negative,
is the deviation from the mean.

ar 4
b. Ada 1,000 to each of the deviations computed in Step 3(iPa) to

remove negative numbers.

'Step 4 Compute the BOPSallocation for College X for the following year

Multipiy, number of students to be served at each college by
that college's deviation from the mean score as calculated in
Step 3(b) multiplied by average dollar amount calculated in
Step.1 to compute the BOPS allocation for the college for
the following year.

See Appendix 1) folpSample Calculation of SAF.

dat

-^
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Chapter Five

EOPS Form 3 - Product 1.1,

1 The original Form 3, developed as part of the EOPS Forms Develment,
"Project No. 73-101, was designed to transmit institutional data to the Chan;
cellor's data processing center. These data were needed in order to develop the
Cost Analysis figures for each gollege. As the format for the Cost Analysis
data was altered to,provide,more meaningful information, both for the
Chancellor's- Office and for the participating colleges, aneas the Cost

.Effectiveness formula was developed to use fall, rather than annual, date,
it became necessary to revise the original EOPS Form 3.

The additional data required included:

1. Total number of all day students who completed the fall term at
College X.

2. Total number of all day students enrolled at the start of the
fall term at College X.

3. Average number of units completed by all day students for fall
term at College X.

The original. form had also requested the actual ampunts expended from
EOPS grant funds for various program Items for the year It had been the
intent that the data on EOPS students would be collected at the conclusion
of the grant year. However, as new grants are allocated during the spring
for the following year, it was agreed by the committee that:

1. The Cost Effectiveness data should be collected by the Chancellor's
Office following the close of the fall term, prior to the awarding
of new grants for the following' year.

2. At this point in time, it was felt that the budgeted figures
(divided by the number of terms in College X's academic year)
would be a better index than the-expended figures which would
not be available for another.six to eights.

The revised EOPS Form 3 is presented for review on the next pages,(28-29).

-27-
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COLLEGE MAME

*EOPS FORM 3 INSTITUTIONAL DATA

0.9
FOR FALL 19T

Cows( Fogless

NAM AND TITLE or PERSON
SUBMITTING THIS FOAM

PNORE

A. GENERAL COLLIS( DATA

1. TOTAL KIIMKER OF ALL DAY STUDENTS ENROLLED AT START OF THE FALL TERM

2% TOTAL NUMBER OF ALL DAY STUDENTS cOnnutme THE FALL TERM

3. .AYERAGE NUMBER OF UNITS COMPLETED SY ALL DAY STUDENTS FOR THE MALL inn

DUCK ONE
AITUL

ESTIMATE

A

4. OVERALL GPA FOR DAY STUDENTS FOR FALL TERM

(TOTAL Mown OF GRADE POINTS EARNED DIVIDED tY TOTAL UNITS ATTEMPTED)

Bo SPECIFIC COPS BUDGET DATA

1. TOTAL FOPS ALLOCATION FOR YEAR

2, NOSILY RATE PAID FOR MPS SERVICES

P

TUTORIAL

COURSEL1110PROFESSIONAL
COUISELING.PEER

OTNER SERVICES

3. AMOUNT OF MPS FUNDS BUDGETER FORt

A. PROGRAM MAINTENANCE

B. RECRUITMENT
C. TUTORIAL

D. COUNSELING /

PROFESSIONAL

PUN
E. onta SERVICES
r, EDPS GRANTS

..G. EOPS WORN STUDY

PART A

PART 8

PART B

PART B

a*

coiLt41-44NEDuLE ,

CHECK ORE

1. SEMEBTIR TERPoi

2 ()GARTER TERM

0174-101 (4Fis stEr(sloo)

PART 8

PART C

PART C

ti

DATE SUBMITTED
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P

InstructiOns - EOPS Form 3

1. Submit.two copies of Form 3 at the time the punch cards C and D are

submitted to the Chancellor's Office for fall.

2., Al: Use the mfficial 4th week fall enrollment data for all day students

as reported to the *State of California, Department of Finance
(Form CCAF 130)..

3. A2. Use the official completion late figure used by your college to
compute the fall semester's withdrawal rate.

4. A3. Use data generated either through regular Data,Processing print-
outs, or ask assistance of registrar for best possible estimate.

5. -..Aff. Compute the GPA for day students for fall tera'as Total
Number of Grade Points Earn0 Divided by Total Number of Units
Attempted at Fourth Week of Semester.

6. Bl. Total EOPS'allocation for college for year as stated in official
letter to President of college from the Chancellor's Office.

7. p2. List the hoftly tate established by the college board for each of
the services listed.

8. B3. Use the amounts budgeted for the year for each item listed by the
college on Form No/7 and Approved by the Chancellor's Office.

9. Cl. Please check the length -of.term which applies to your college -

& either semester or/quarter.
C2.

ti

7
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Office of the Chancellor
California CorlImunity Colleges

825 15th Street

Sacramento, California 95814

(

Appinat A

Form No. EOP /I Submit 4 Copes_
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Project No. SP 74

)

APPLICATION FOR AN EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS AND SERVICES PROJECT:

THREE-YEAR MASTER PLAN (1974-75, 1975-76,'I976-77)

College Name and Address:

Columbia Junior College and NorCal Research Group
R. 0. Box 1849

Columbia, Californi4 95310

4 District Name and Address: '
L.

Yosemite Junior College District
I' P. 0. Bo:. 4065

Mcidesto,.California 95352

3. Total Budget-Amount of the Project
from Column 4.of Budget SObtS:

'Total Part A S

Total Part .B S

Total Part C $

Grand Total $ 15,000

'Attach Exhibit B, the complete budget

5. Signature of the President of the Board, or his designee:
%

/".

4a, Name and title of the
Contact person at the
college regponsible fore
thisappliCation:
Name Dr. Phtiicia C. liertart

Title Instruc. Resources Consultant

'hone (209 532r-3141

4b. Name and title of P.o-am
Administrator:

'Name Mrs. Lorine A. Aulthinbaugh
Title project Director'

Phone (916) 484.7.006

Name (Type): Dr. J Ke n th R land, Superi/ten en Yosemite Jun r Colltge Dist.

...4!(
//

iignature:

5.a. Signature of .the Pres of the College:

Name (Type): lAy . Rhodes sidyr
.Signature:
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DEVELOPMENT OF PROCEDURES TO IMPLEMENT EOP$ COST EFFECTIVENESPIRMAS
2

MODEL AND CONTINUED EVALUATION OF THESE PROCEDURES BY SELECTED COMMUNITY COLLEGES
DURING THE 1974-75 ACADEMIC YEAR

I.. PURPOSE

The% purpose of this project isit0 continue to develop, refine, and validate the
,

procedures by whickthe EOPS cost effectiveness standards model developed in
1973-74 will be implemented.

II . .HISTORY

During the 61973-74 academic year, two projects pertaining'to data ga thering and
cost effecgVeness studies pertaining to services for EOPS students were car-
ried ohtiri'eonjunetion with the Chancellor's Office, /he first of these projects
entailed the development of program standards against which cost effectiveness
could be measured. A second study to develop procedures by which data gathering
could be standardized was also developed. These procedures include the gathering
of cost data concerning the major EOPS .pro-gaSicomponents of tutorial, para-
professional couhseling, financial aids; readiness programs, and work study.
During the 1973-74 academic year, data gathering procedures to implement.thecost
effectiveness standards model were'developed and tested by 14 comfininitY colleges

' located throughout the state. Current 'plans call for the ,utilization of this
common data gathering format .to maintain records for EMS students enrolled in
community colleges 'throughout the state. This procedure will Be implemented
during the 1974-75 aeudenie year by the Chanceilor'S Office in order to implement

'cost effective standards numbers 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.7, and 1.10.

Additional procedures need to be developed to implement the total'list 011istand-
anis which were deVeloped in 1973 -74. Further refinement of the data gathering
procddures is required. This proposal addresses itself to the continuation of
these activities.

APPIII. PROBLEM

No accurate data has been available to date regarding th6"average dollarcfst of
providing effective assistance to an EOPS student. The need for this data \has
been highlighted by \

1. The Legislative Analyst in his. 1972 Report indicated that the allocation pro-
cedure used by.the Board'of,Governors to colleges on the basis of a formula
does not substantially reward the most cost effective, innovative or produc-
tive projects.

2. The 1972-73 Budget Act (Chapter 156) Item 296 provides $4,850,006-for Gommunity
College EOPS,. Control language for

,
this item indicates that the Eoard of

Governors shall allocate funds on a priority basis and only to local programs
which demonstrate their effectiveness and which have the most pressing need
for financial aid for students.

IV. OBJECTIVES

1. To refine and validate the data gathering p

cost effective ess'standards

`Sta Leval ( "1.0)
.

1.2 Develop 'and implemeht an applica-

tion procedure which maximizes the
ability of the state to assess, the
program by cost effectiveness.

4/

rocedures to implement the following

. '1 Level (2.0)

2.2' Develop and implement an EOPS
project whiCh 'maximizes,the
'ability of the college to assess
the protect by cost effectiveness.



1.3 Develcip and monitor standards

mof cost effectiveness by which
local,college programs would,be
assessed.

1.4% Gather and analyze cd6paiative
cost data relative -to EOPS. pro-

grams and disseminate. data to
participant colleges, the BOard

of Governors, the.Legislature,.
and other interested parties.

1.7 Upon request of indiv'idu'al cora-

munity,colleges, provide'on-site
consultants and/or technical as-
sistants drawn from state EOPS
staff or fielA people to assist
'colleges in developing their pro-
jects in relation to individual
.community college objectives
and state-wide objectives. Areas

of consultation should i de:

a. program development-(
_1

identification)
I s

11. application preparation
c. hackground informatidm

. gathering
d. assistance in the design of

plan in evaluation
e. other

Appendix A-3

2.3. Provide data to enable monitor-,

& ing of cost effectiveness of

2.4 EOPS projects of individual
community, ,colleges.

2.7 ;Request and utilize Onsultation
and/or technical assiOtanee_of
state EOPS staff and other .

qualified consultants.

1.10- To develop in-service training 2.10 To provide EOPS staff opportuni-

activities to foster understand- ties to Participate in int

ing and skill in'the implementd- 'service training activities.

tion of cost,effective procedures.

four cotunents will be developed to reach the primary objectives, as

follows:
1

*

a.<To formulate the ranges of the scope of costs and services Irom the
. .

.

. data gathered in 1973-74.

.1). To identify the implications from this experience as they relate to

the,14 pilot colleges.

c. To modify the procedures based on the 1973-74 experience for the pro-
, cessing of 1974-75 information on all colleges. .

_

d. To identify the components of a training session for consultants to

colleges (specialized consultants oh-a-Chancellor's staff) toward ihe

goal of develOping.in-service training services available to .all

colleges.

2. To iden tify the common components of extended, opportunity mostly plan:
currently in operation at the. pilot ddlleges,and develop a framewpgk for
the state -wide masterplan in order to implement cast effectiveness standard

-33-
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State Level .(1.0). a IsOal Level (2.0).

,1.1 'Develop a state-wide master plan
detailing tiv need for EOP
programs. Provide from state
datf epth district with a profile
of the needs of its population for
use in the development of the col-
lege master plan. Factors will

be-identified and weighted to, dt-
velop need ranking by district or
collegez,

2,1 Develop a college master plan

for extended opportunity pro-
grins based on a refinementof
the state prepared need assess-

ment profile. This master plan
should articulate with state,
-master plan and provide a fratne-

work for the incorporation of
EOPS with the total college pro-

.

gram and services.

3. To outline plans for future procedure deiTelopment to inlipleuent the following
cost effectiveness standards:

1.5 Develop a-method by which the
uniqueness of a colieZe program
can be identified and assessed
so that innovative approaches
can be recognized.

1.6. Develop ways in which colleges

which support, the EOPS prograni ,

with substantial district cm-.
mielrent evidenced by institution-i
alization bf services and ade-
quate finances, faculties, and .

staffingeWill be recognized..

1.8 To develop a review procedure
which allows adequate review in
terms of (1) 4-ime, (2) depth,

(3) orientation of reviewers,,
and (1 expertise of review
tea;-s.

1.9 To develop ways by which. ongoing
EOPS programs can be monitored by
evaluating teams made up.of
field peoplevand Chancelldris
staff (similar to COPES visita-
tion) who will make periodic visits
and assess strengths and weaknesses
and make recommendation.

2.5 Develop clays and means for
expanding and/or improving

2.6 extended opportunity program
services.

1

2:8 Develop and utilize management
tools (such as flow charts, time/
task/personnel charts, for
example) to monitor the progress
Of the project.

2.9 Prepare information and materials
for the annual assessment to be
conducted by. the state EOPS re-
view team and where feasible,
implement recommended changes.

This proje-c't will be jointly sponsored by the NorCal, Community Cbllege Research
Group and Columbia Junlor College. NorCal will be responsible for the implemen-
tation of project actkitis, to inLlude planning and conducting workshops, evalu-
ationof field testing of cost effectiveness procedures, the identification of ,

commonalit4oS for ma.iter plan, the identification of in-service ;raining compon-
ents, and the preparation of the final report and attendant recommendations for
the Chancellor's staff. Columbia Junio'r College'will be responsible for the_
fiscal administration of the project. ,

.

r
. . . . - , , ..- r < r

1. The project -will be ppducted in full consqltation with the Dean-of Student
_,--Personnel Services, Chanteflor's Office.

. -34-
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_ .

.2.. The project will be collpieted by June 30, 1975, and submitted to the Chancel-
- lor's Office in the form of a final report.

.

3. The ProjeCt Director will be available to work with advisory committees which
assist the,Chancellox's Office, upon their request.,

4. The-piojectwillbe'implemented as follows:

a. ,Colleges from the following list will be invited to participate:

-7,Aineriian River College

, Butte. Colleges

Columbia Junior College
,Cosunnes River College

Camin9 College :

Laney College
.1.,os Angeles City College

Orange Coast College
:Sacratento City College
; City College of San Francis co

San Jose City College
SantaBarbara City College
Santa Rosa.J0niot College

College

-/tese colleges participated either in the EOPS Special Project 73-101
(forms development), or EOPS Special Project 73-1U2 (cost effectiveness),
during the 1973-74 y4ar.

b. Three workshop's will be held during the project year,

1) First workshop T late September or early October, 1974

" 47,; .ReView cost data gathered *during 1973-74.

b)- Commence the development of ranges of scope and cost based on
that data. -

41 -

cf"Cothmenee'the identifieation'of component :parts of college
.master plans for extended opportunities.

2) Second workshop - lite February, 1975,,

a) Relate the first term 1974-75 data to the ranges developed on -

19.73-74 data, and rodify as necessary.

b) Relate the stated objectives of the colleges for 1974 -75 to
'the cost effectiveness data col4.ected for the first term Of
11974-75 to de)ormine if qualitative measures - can- beidenti-
fied.

tiP

'ReView the proposed components of the extended opportunity master
plan and:forward recommendations to-the Chancellor's Office.

-r,
3)- Third workshop - May, 1975 .

/---

, /
a) Frhalized procedures for the use of all colleges in cost effect-

, iveness reporting will be fofi/arded to the'Chancellor's Office

based upon the.1974-75 expArience.with the pilot colleges.
,-35-
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.

b) Begih preliminary identification of_ needed-proceduredi to imple-
ment cost -effectiveness standardS 1.5;1.6, 1.8, and 1.9.

3

VI. PROJECT'DIRECTOR-
't4J.

The'Project Director will be responsible to -plan and imp,bemenitall workshop
activities, coordinate data processing activities, maintgitt. the continuing
liaison with the Dean_of StudentPerslinel ServiCes in the Chancellor's Office,
develop interim and final reportS, and to identify and recommend additional
activities for fu5pre development. ,The,Project Director will also serve as.
a consultant to assist colleges in implementing procedures, at the request
of the Chancellor's Office..

VII. MONITORING

'Monitoring of the project will be carried on by Dr. Patricia C. Hertert;:.
Instructional Resources Consultant of the Yosemite Junior College District,
and_ the NorCal Steering Committee,.

VIII. DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS

Copies of the final report will be distributed to all participant pilot colleges
and the Chancellor's Office, The final. project report will be made available
to other colleges through the ERIC s4stem and through the Chancellor's Office.
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1X. BUDG1:T

1. Project Staff

.

a. Pioject Director

.25 man days @ $100 per day

. b. Consultant '

t

2 man days @.$100 per day:-

c. Clerical
*

Appendix A-7

$ 2,500

$ 200

110 hours @ $3.61 per hour $ 397

2. Pilot Colleges Participation ,fl-

a. 18 participants x 4 workshop days @ $85 per day $ 6,120

A.

b. Per diem

'18 participants x not to exceed $70 per diem expenses
for the 3 workshop session. Actual costs, not to exceed-

c. Workshop travel expenses

1) 5 participants from southern California colleges -
estimated @ $150 each $ 750

$ 1,260

-2) 5 participants from Bay Area and northern border
colleges.- estimated @ $75 each $ 375

3) 8 participant's from the Sacramento area -
estl.wared @ $50 each $ 400

$ 1,525

3. Supplies and Ihterials - estimated @ $ 178

4. Trbvel for Project Staff

Estimated @ 1,000 mile; @ 12c per gle $ 120

5. Data Processing Costs

Run of first term data and program corrections, estimated @ $ 1,000.

6. Contingency Fee $ 500

7. 8% Indireci Costs $ 1,200

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $15 ,000

Based on classified salary schedule for Yosemite Junior
College District.

-37-
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Appendix B

Administrative Sub-tommittee

The following recommenditiOns for Form 3 are based upon the discussions of
the sub-Committee and the committee as a whole:

1. Form 3 should provide for space to show t4e data Form 3 is completed.

2. A paragraph statement of instructions for completing Form 3 may
be helpful. The statement should be included at the top'of the
form.

3. Provision should be made for identifying the report period, i.e.,
Fall Semester, 1974; Winter Quarter, 1974. Itis suggested that
this be item 2 in order to provide immediate recognition of the
period for which the overall withdrawal rate and the overall GPA
are reported. (See item 6 of these recommendations for possible
reordering.)

4. Further consideration of a more sVecific breakdown or the present
item 6, "Amount of EOPS funds expended for": may be necessary.

5. Provision should be made for identifying the potential number of
persons within the college serxice area eligible to participate
in the EOPS program. (It is anticipated that the Chancellor's
Office will supply this information to each college district.)

6. Following the items seeking information for overall college with-
drawal rate and the overall college GPA (within the semester or
Quarter), provision should be made for an it,eM to determine the

overall average number of units completed. ,

7. Recommendation should be made to the Chancellor's Office that
no cost effectiveness data be collected or analyzed until all
data on the budget haS been turned in, and that this should be
done on an annual basis.

Al Silvera, Chairman
Santa Barbara City College

-38-
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ippendix B-2

RecruitMent Sectiqn - Jim Mitchell, Butte College; Chnirmwn

1. Review of data from 1973-74 - special project

1.1 R4nge $12.25 - $43.81

1.2 Mean $28.81

1.3 N - 3 out of 14

2. BOPS Characteristics

2.1 Units Completed

Total units completed does not relate to the semester/quarter
GPA as reported

New akea'

Units completed during time period and the related-GPA

Form No. 3

e.g. Fall Quarter, 1973

Male 'Female Total

0 - 6 c2 1 3

6.5 - 9 4 '2 6

9.5 - 11.5 0 1 1

12.0 - 15 20 30 50

15:5+ - 2 3
,

2.3 All areas reported in percentages in addition to raw figures.

-39-
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Report of the "Tutorial" Committee t

Assigned persons: Richard Hernandez - Orange Coast
Art Cardqza, American River College

4

Lance Rogers - City College San Francisco, Chairman

The Tutorial Committee implied throughout its discussion that Tutorial per
se is a misnomer. The report of the "other EOPS Services" committee under-
scored the need to point out that Tutorial includes all the learning resource
opportunities which we should accord to our students (including and especially
our EOPS students). This includes some dimensions of peer counseling, reading,
motivational, study skills4 library skills, etc.

The committee whole-heartedly endorsed my suggestion that all our statistics
including those fqr Tutorial be produced by the computer program with a per-

t

centage-column for each category as well as the raw data as statedtin our
printout as distributed today.

The committee unanimously endorsed the concept that all allocations of dollars
and/or hours of work study funds or other resources be allocated taking into
consideration as part,of the.allocation formtila the pool of persons in the
category involved e.g. - how many EOPS eligible persons should be receiving
dollars tutoring including the above learning skills, special help, etc. in
addition to the number which are being serviced etc.

4

The committee unanimously moved that work study (or other) committee include
provision for a student to be encouraged (as a part of his work study contract)
to be tutored.

Resolved that all students should be tutored, in a general Tutorial Center rather
than special EOPS tutorial centers. The recommendation is for a general central,

,tutoOng center from which all tutoring and all, tutors shall eminate. The
costing for each program (say EOPS), will be pulled outby those in control of
the tutoring,program so that EOPS funds will be completely accounted for on a
cost benefit basis. (Number of "EOPS type" persons who benefited from what

aal* nditure.) Rationale... EOPS students should not be isolated from the
atettql

The data available to the committee revealed an average cost per student
as $15.9% at somewhat less than 50 hours per semester per student. The range
of thi ost - institutions for which data was available revealed a spread

and $34.40. This wide range became more understandable when it be-
came clear that the zero cost occurred when that-district supported the tutorial
effort at the 100% level so not EOPS funds were expended to tutor the EOPS
students at a most satisfaCtory level. The "high cost" institute supported its
tutorial effort at the 50%-50% level (EOPS funds p- District funds). The com-
mittee recommends that the printout of data show the district effort in dollars
at least on Form No 3 and probably by function.

The committee recommended that,in addition to its statistics as reported in
Gar sample todly, that median statistics for each category be reported in
.addition to range and average.

-r

The statistics that are needed include: number involved, number saved

-40-
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(definition for saved must be clearly delineated as per discussion, GPA -

but in addition change in GPA as per orange card submitted (included units by

,semester and cumulative).

Recommend that in "accO4lishment" category additional variable must be
's\

identified and then shall be collected so that they are "quantifible" and so

can be'added to our. data bank.

For example, "Did student continue" is qt a satisfactory variable unless

computer program looks at whether studepkshould continue, has completed

program, reached educational goal, changed,goal, necessity change of institu-

tion. Has persoual problems whether temporarily. Follow-up needed as well as

status reporting. Accomplishment shall be categorized under before, now, and

follow-up.

O
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.

Counseling - Hank Walters, Codumnes River College,-Chairman

1. Reason Far reporting - male/female.

2. Better define sibdent'objectives at time of entry into EOPS. Would be
easier to evaluate success of student wile in program.

3. Method.of follow-142 developed. Follow student after withdrawn or cam-
_pletion of goal or objective. -it

4. Definition of "saved"; how to determine if counseling "saved" the student.

5. Is cost per student distorted by including costs which should be charged to
district. E.g., peer counselor who may counsel student not an EOPS student
but his salary would be included in cost of EOPS counseling program. .

6. When cost of counseling programis shown as 0 should there be a note made
of how that part of the program was funded.

7. Should percentage be shown of students receiving tutoring, counseling,
etc.? Percentage completing each area.

5t



Financial Aid Sub-group

I. Forms Data Review

A. 'orm i and 2

AppendixB-6

LaVerneAllen, Clarke Dominguez, .

Peter Selo, Laney College, Chairman,
I

1. Pertinent data on4inancialahcome data (29-50) should be

completed by the Office staff not the students. The staff

should be familiar with the Needs Analysis and the data used y

in it. .

2. If students must complete Form 1 then data must be validated

by office staff.

3. Consider placing instructions on the form rather than on a

separate sheet.

B. Data

I'. Basic data is adequate on Forms 1, 2, and 3.
eV,

2. "Characteristics" should not be analyzed by race as-sug-
gested yesterday but rather by student and/or program
component cost.

II. Suggested Analyse*

A. Work Study vs Grants

1. Suggest an analysis of EOPS Work Study student vti),ihose on

grants - to study the educational effectiveness of these

two components - egg. does the work study permit egreater
progress or benefit to student than a grant student? Re-

quired for program decision and local resource allocation

as well as state-wide guidelines for_use of funds.

2. Financial Need Index

a. It is assumed that Financial Need is the rationale 'for

allocating work study grants, and other financial aid.

b. Thus a major task must be to develop ,a sound index of

financial need to compare the cost effectiveness of the
total financial aid package.

c. At least two factors should be onsidered in developing

. the Need Index: . -

i) Cost of,living index in the area.

ii) A weighted average of the cost ofattending each
college.

-43-
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Appendix B-/

d. Procedure for calculating "weighted average"

1) flOteratine college budget for the following cater

1

ories,of students

Single Dependent
1 Single *Independent (e.g. include the dependent
(. living away from home)

rF Single with Dependents (parent with children
and determine unit cost for a dependent then
multiply by number of dependents to get f re)

1- Married with or without dependents

ii) *termite the weighted average by multiplying the
number of students in each category by the college

-budget for that category. Then divide the total
aigpres by-the student population at_the.college.

iii) 4termint the mean for each college and then find
tlie ranges by determining the median of the means.
ThiS will help to set the ranges of 'need and,the re-
lcleid fiscal expenditures for financial aid.

._

1-

There will also need_to be a determination of colleges by
urban, rural, and semi -urban area with the characteristics
for theit defined (e.g. cost of living, population den-

t

sity, occupittionalandustrial"distribution, etc.). The .

median Of the means should then be compared according to
the regfon/area in which the college is located.

t:-

f. Considerthe data processing to graph the data on need
rather than simply tabulating it and suggest ranking the
collegeSfrom the highest to the lowest as a means to
study tejeasibility.of using this approach as a means
to develk a reliable need index.

Y"
,

-44-
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Append B-8--
1

---,

EOPS Work Study DiscusAion Group Sack` C. Berry, Shasta College, Chairman
'oP

1. By looking at the data collected for the individual colleges on"theArost
analysis format a range of $105 to $661 was shown for the average student

cost in the work study area. This indicates that the proportion of LOPS
funds used to meet the students estimated finincial need through work
study assistance varies gratly among those colleges participating in
the study.

2. In order to relate theNuse of BOPS iunds and other' forms of financial°
aid to the students financial need estimate for each college - it is
necessary to have each o011ege's need estimate formula.

3. To relate the use of EOPS work study funds to the proportion of the
students financial need met it is suggested that the changes on the
"Propoked EOPS.Cost Analysis Format" lie considered for its ad4ition
of the "Total Financial NeedMet" category.

'1

-45-
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Other.

I. Activities Chmitacteristically
Considered "Other"

.,
Health Services
Child Care tl

- Instructional to include
new coursedev. curriculum,
release time, media.

- Consultants' (Spec. Educ. Asst.)
- Learning Center Modules )

- Ethhit Studies
Read Center (Materials -.Lab)

- Orie 4

Admis egistiation Assistance
- Cultural Awareness

PaulPreising
*Don Richardson

a
eta

a

-45a-.
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II. Recommendations

% for all breakdown
- Request units completed

for the report periOd be
Fall 197X?

2. ' Year fall and spring?'
- ,Compute average GPA pc-

Aufred during report
ptriod _

'Fall 197X?
Fall and spring 197X?

- Explorie adaptation of on- shelf,

/programs already available.
E.G., Sehnford,,UC Davis,
eft,.

- Recommend use of global
"other" - than detailed

/ analysis of specific
"other" activities.,

So

ea



/
. Comptratilie College Cipts Total: EOPS Project

a.

College

Appendix C

Actual Current Requested

San"Jose 119,099 400 297.72

Santa

Barbara 45,978 300 153.26

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76

Alloca- it Cost 'Alloca -.. .ii Cost Alloca- #

tion Tler tion per ;ion

ARC 78,138 314 248.84 71,555 250 286.22 124,632 350

Butte\ 31,380 75 418,40 .

Columbia /

%

'Cosumnes- 55,964 97 576.94

Laney 238,184 357 667.17

Orange
Coast 35,682 106 336.60, 140,000 200'

`San ,

Fran-

cisco 250,308 1,250' 2b0.24

a

Santa \ . .

Rosa 37,970 300 126.56
. ,

Shasta .,- 29,344 230 127.58

.ors,

Yit

Rangilik 126.56.to 667.17
Average 315.33
Median , 273:28

-46-
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154.37
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College

k

ARC ,

Butte
Colusibia

Cosumnes
.

Laney-

Orange Coast

SanFraticisCo

San Jose

Santa Barbara

Manta Rosa

Shasta'

Range 2.66
Average 16:89
Median 9.84.

Appendix C-2

Comparative'College Costs - Administrative

Adm.:Allocation

Actual.- 1973-74 -

ebh

Cost per#

1

7,893
f

314 25.13

330' 75 4.40

I . 955 97 . 9.84
)

10,250 357 28.71

11,142 1,250 . 8.92

0

800 300 2.66

8,880 230 38.60,

to.38.60

,57

F,

1



'Comparative College Costa - Recruitment

* Actual1973-74

Appendix C-3

College Allocation . f 21111ESL.

ARC

Butte

Columbia

CCaumnes 890 10. 44-.50
,..

. Laney . \646 100 6.46
. .

Orange Cpast

San Francisco

San Jose

Santa Barbara

Santa Rosa

,Shasta 1,000

Range 6.46 to 4.50
Average 21.43
Median 13.33

" A

a.'

75

58

11,33



Comparative College Costs - Tutorial

College Allocation w

Actual 1973-74

1

ARC. 10,357 61
/ .

Butte 1,000 30
.

.

Columbia

Cosuotea 4,507 1 73

Laney
.
21,675 - 357

Orange Coast 44 1

-San Frincisco, 10,412 450

San Jose *94,099 400 -

'.../

.., c

Santa Barbara 13,400 225

Santa Rosa 2,375 115

Shasta 2,000 137

Range, 14.59 to 169.78
Average 54.16

Median 44.00

TA.

-49-
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Append#-C=4,-

Cost per

169.78

33.33

61.73

60.71

44.00

23.14

235.00 itncludes

.
counseling,'

59.56

'20.65

14
(
59

recruitment,'
tutorial, etc.
not in totals)

4

4 #4 11 .4
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Appendit

Compaietive College Costs - Counseling

College Allocation Cost per

ARC

Butte

Columbia

Cosies

Laney

Orange Cipast

San Francisco

San Jose

Septa Barbara

Santa Rosa

/ .0 Shasta 4' # 300 0'
10 - r I 6.;

2,910 192 15.15

6,050 75 80.67

' 7,982 74 54.00

21,675. 357 60.71

47,538 650 72.14 :

2,400 300 8.00

Range 8.00 to 80.67
Average 42.95
Median 54.00

-50-
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Appendix C-6'

,College

Comparative Colligetosts

Allocation

- Financial Aid
%

Cost per

ARC 56,995 187 304.78

Butte 16;200 75 216.00

Columbia

.CoiUmnes 32,050 63 225.00

Laney 152,937 307 499..00

Orange Coast 11,245 106 336.00

San Francisco 113,4577 400 283.64

San Xse 25,000 52. 481.00

Santa Barbara 28,078 110 255.25

Santa Rosa 35,000 225 155.55

' Shasta 17,14 229 '74;95

Range 74.95 to.499.00.
Average, 283.11 .

Median 269.44

-51-
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-V .

A4e

HYPOTHETICAL DATA-OFFERED SO THAT A SAMPLE CALCULATION

MAY RE PERFORMED

To simplify'the calculation let us assume that there are 10 colleges

in the state, and that the total funds available for the program is equal to

approximately $450,000. Further assume that the number of students to be

served is 1,500 students, state-wide (that is in these lOscolleges). The

average dollar amount available per student would thus be $450,000 divided

by 1,500 or, $300 per student. This then is Step 1, to compute the average

dollar allocetion per BOPS student.

Let us identify the 10 colleges by tj%first 10 letters in the

alphabet and assume the number of students in each college that that college

propo ses to serve in the following year is as follows:

College
Identifies.

1

Number of EOPS, students
Each.college capOseo to verve'

A 150

B 100

C

D

E

P

100

300

100

300 .

a 50

. n so

I so

J 300

1,500

-52-
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Appendix 1-2

Steps 2, 3(a) and 3(b) would then proceed as follows:

College
Identifi-
cation

,A

SAF

Scores
Step 2

Average
SAF
Scores

Deviation
from the
Mean
Step, 3(a).

Add 1..to

each
Step 3 (b)

Modified .

Score

r

0.940 0.986 -0.04f 1 0.954

,
11 0.890 0.986 -0.096 1 0.904

C 1.210 .0.986 +0.224 1 - 1.24

D 1.010 0.986 +0.024 1 1.024

. .

E 0.850 0.986 -0.136 1 0$64

F 0.810 0.986 -0.176 1 0.824

G 1.120 0.986 40.134 1 1.134

B ,e 0.700 0.986 -0.286 1 0.714

I, 1.080 . 0.986 40.094 1 1.094

J 1.250 0,986 445.264 . 1 1.264

.

Sum of SAF
scores ----*9.1360

Number of
colleges

-

10

Average of SAF scores Sum of SAF scores 0 9.860 = 0.986

Number of colleges 10

-53-c
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Appendix I7 -3

Step 40.

Multiple the number of students to be served at each college by that

colleges'deviation from the mean socore adjusted to be a positive SAP

score as in step 3(b), multiplied by the dollar amount calculated in Step 1,

in order to compute the EOPS allocation for each college for the following

..1* !year:
-: ,

"'Tollege ClqUmber of Modified Average .s1.. EOPS

Identifi- EOPS students Score Dollar Amour allocation

c. cation each college Step 3 (b) Araraer56-- for each

proposes to per EOPS college

serve. Student
. Step 1. Step 1.

A* 150 0.954 $300 $ 42,930

B 100 0.904 300 27,120

C .100 1.224 300
,
--36,720iA
;

D 390 1.024 41 300 '92,160

E 100 0.864 300 25,920

F 300 0.824 300 74,160

0
A
'

,

. 50 1.134 300 17,010

H 50 0.714 300 10,710

I 50 1.094 300 . 16,410

J 300 .0°' 1.264 300 113,760
___......._

$456,900
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.Appendix E

BOPS Cost Effectiveness Profeqt - First Workshop
ARC Faculty goise

Agenda

October 12 - 10:00 A.m.

1., Introduction of participants from 13 colleges
2. Review of project objectives
3. Review of data gathering procedures

12 -1-1:30 p.m. lunch break

4. Jerry Stypes - Review of Data Processing Proceduresc
5. Review pilot schools cost data gathered during 1973-74

a. Administrative
b. Recruitment
c. Tutorial'

d. Counseling
e. Other Services
f. Financial Aid
g. , Work Study Aid

Part A
Part B
Part B
Part B
Part B
Part C
Part C

Quarter?

Semester?

If you have no other plans, you are invited to join us at

5:00 p.m. Happy Hour 5098 Keani'Drive, Carmichael
7:00 p.m. Old Sacramento - China Camp Restaurant '

October 13 = 9:00 a.m. -

S. Each group develop ranges of scope and cost based upon 1973-74 data.

Develop tentative cost standards based upon this data.

7. Identification of component parts of college master plans foriextended
opportunities.

8. Cost Analysis Format - presented by Walter Brooks.

9. Discussion of responsibilities of participants prior to second workshop.

a. Make certain that data is being collected in accordance with IL

Chancellor's diredtives - (Form No. 1 and Form No. 2).

b. Return Comparative Sheet to Director by November 1, 1974.

c. Markcards - Cost Effectiveness Project when sending to Chancellor's
Office on December 16, 1974 and RitiCTIT, 1975 so we can ask for

special prihtouts for spring workshop.

10. 'Get date of next workshop - Saturday, March 15, 1975.
\\.

October 12, 1974

!
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2nd EOPS Cost Effectiveness Workshop
March 15, 1975

1

Agenda

1. Report,- CurrentStatus-of Form No. 1 and No. 2 Data
Requested Cost Effectiveness Formula -
without data run

2. Comparative Summaries
Discussion

3. Review Committee Reports
Discussion

4. Extension of Cost Analysis Format
.(Based upon Walter Brooks' suggestion)
Discussion

.

5. Recommendations for project completion
Appointment of Formula Sub-committee

ry

-

-56-
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Ralph. Matthews
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AMERICAZF RIVER COLLEGE

ppendix E -3

April 21, 1975

To: All EOPS Cost Effectiveness Project Participants

From: Lorine Aughinbaugh, Prolect.Director

The final workshop will be held on Saturday, May 10, as scheduled. We

will miet-in the Faculty House at 9:30 aoli. and plan to be finished
by 3:00 p.m. Please schedule your flight times accordingly.

The sub-committee has met on three weekends since the last general
workshop and plans to meet again on April 26 for final review and
edit of the report we plan to present to'you May 10.

As the recommendations from the Cost Effectiveness Committee to the
Chancellor's staff could affect future allocations to your college,
I feel certain that each of,you will make every effort to attend the.
May 10 meeting.

Agenda - May 10, 1975

- .

Revie4 of Products II and.III as prepared by the Formula Sub - committee.

Note: Products II and III were approved unanimously by the workshop
participants on May 10. .

ti



List of Sub-committee Meetings

N

Sacramento

Solano Collegq

Solano College

Host Airport - Sacramento

Host Airport ,- ;Sacramento.

5

-58-
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March 22-23, 1975'

April 12, 1975

April 19, 1975

April 26-27, 1975

June 20-21, 1975

UNIVEliSITY OF CALIF,
tOS ANGELES

SEP 5 1975

CLEARINGHOUSE FOR
JUNIOR COLLEGE

INFORMATION


